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Amdt. Dated May 12, 2006 

Reply to Office action of December 14, 2006 

ARGUMENTS/REMARKS 

Applicants would like to thank the examiner for the careful 
the present application, and for the personal interview conducted on A P n. 18. 20WL 

amended as necessary to more clearly and particularly describe and c,a,m the 
subject matter, which applicants regard as the invention. 

Claims 2-15 remain in this application. Claim 1 has been canceled. Claims 
16-19 have been added by the amendment. 

The Examiner objected to the drawings for not showing reference 65b. At the 
personal in»en,iew, applicant's representative pointed out that page 33 of 
specKication recited 65 b . and the Examiner agreed to withdraw the objecton. 

The Examiner a,so objected to the drawings for not showing said device 
having a unitary she,, member forming said outer surface and defining an ,nner 
space distinct from said channel. At the persona, intend, app„c 
representative pointed out that Figs. 22 and 23. aiong with the 
31 and 32 of the specification, show the feature and refer to the embodiments of F,gs 
25 and 26, and the Examiner agreed to withdraw the object,on. 

The Examiner objected to claims 3 and 14 for improper antecedent basis. 
The claims have been amended, making the objections moot. 

Claims 2 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, firs, paragraph, as failing 
,o comply with the written description requirement, for not showing channels as 
limed having varying cross-section, dimensions or shapes^ At the pe-na 
interview, applicant's representative pointed out that pages 24 and 35 o, he 
sTecmcaiion support the claimed material, and the Examiner agreed to w,thdraw the 
rejection. 

Claims 4 7 8, and 10-15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
anticipated by Gerbert (U.S. 6,549,635). For the following reasons, the redone 
are respectfully traversed. 

At the personal interview, applicant argued that Gerbert does not show a 
channel "comprising a part provided in and along said shell member as recited ,n 

Page 7 of 9 

Arguments/Remarks 



Appl. No. 09/669,042 
Amdt. Dated May 12, 2006 
Reply to Office action of December 14, 2006 



page 8 of the Office action). 

„ ■ 35 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
Claims 3, 5, and lu we , g 635) For lhe following 

unpatentable over Gerber. in view of Johnson (U.S. 6.549,635). 

reasons, the rejections are respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner cites — as teaching a channel tuned to hav. s P ^ 

Per example, some ^ (see Merriam- 

over the combination of references. 
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Accordingly, it is respectfu.iy submitted that the present appiication is in a 

prosecution of the present application. 

lf there are any additiona, fees renting from this — cation, piease 
charge same to our Deposit Account No. 16-0820, our Order No. 32992. 

Respectfully submitted, 
PEARNE & GORDON, LLP 

{/ Robert F.Bodi, Reg. No. 48,540 



1801 East 9 th Street, Suite 1200 
Cleveland, Ohio 441 14-3108 

(216) 579-1700 
Date: May 12, 2006 
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